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CLERK OF THE UNITED 
STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
JN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
"OR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT 
No. 90-7099 
ANN B. HOPKINS 
Plaintiff-Appel lee, 
v. 
· PRICE WATERHOUSE 
Defendant-Appellant. 
APPELLEE'S RESPONSE TO MOTIONS REGARDING 
THE •BRIEF OF THE EQUAL EMPLOYMENT 
OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION AS AMICUS CURIAE" 
Appellee responds to the various motions of the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission (E.E.O.C.) and of appellant 
concerning the E.E.O.C.'s amicus curiae brief. 
1. Appellee believes the E.E.O.C.'s motion for leave to 
file its brief is unnecessary in view of F.R.A.P. 29 because 
E.E.O.C. can timely file such a brief without consent or leave; 
but appellee nonetheless consents to the granting of that motion. 
2. For the same reason and for the added reason that it is 
not well taken, appellee opposes appellant's motion to strike the 
E.E.O.C. brief. Under F.R.A.P. 29 the E.E.O.C. has a right to 
file such a brief within the time given by this Court, and 
General Rule ll(e) (3) gave the E.E.O.C. until August 23, 1990 to 
file a brief in support of appellee under the expedited briefing 
schedule. If there were a conflict between F.R.A.P. 29 and 
General Rule ll(e) (4), both F.R.A.P. 47 and General Rule 1 
prescribe that F.R.A.P. 29 would prevail; but it is easy and 
sensible to read General Rule ll(e) (4) as inapplicable to those 
amici who may file briefs without consent or leave under F.R.A.P. 
29. 
Aside from that, the E.E.O.C.'s brief states the views of 
the federal agency primarily concerned with interpretation and 
enforcement of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as 
amended, and also makes a substantive contribution to resolution 
of the issues in this case. See, especially, Part III of that 
brief. Therefore, the E.E.O.C. brief would justify granting 
leave to file it, if leave were required. 
3. Appellee does not oppose appellant's motion for leave to 
file a supplemental brief in response to the E.E.O.C. brief. 
Douglas B. Huron 
KATOR, SCOTT & HELLER 
1275 K Street, N.W. 
Suite 950 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
(202) 898-4800 
Attorneys for Plaintiff-Appellee 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
On August 17, 1990, copies of the foregoing response were 
delivered to the offices of: 
Theodore B. Olson 
Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher 
1050 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C . 20036 
Donald R. Livingston 
Acting General Counsel 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 
1801 L Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 
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